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These exceptions to the personal law do not leave much space
to the pretended principle. There are yet others.
(c) Where, as between foreign parties, their national law
excludes suits involving the question of paternity, the action is
dismissed as a rule by courts following the nationality prin-
ciple. Thus, the Italian provision before 1939? that no actions
lay on the ground of paternity except in the cases of abduction
or rape, was observed in Germany,49 France, et cetera. On
the other hand, the action is also rejected where the national
law allows but the municipal law of the forum refuses the
claim. So long as the famous maxim of the Code Napoleon
(article 340) was in full sway that "la recherche de la $ater-
mte est interdite" foreign children were unable to sue their
foreign parents in France,50 and the same prohibitive policy
operated in Italy,51 the Netherlands,52 Guatemala,53 et cetera.
The French courts have transferred this doctrine to their
mitigated provision, as it has stood since 1912. No action is
admitted, unless the precautions and conditions precedent pro-
vided in the present article 34.0 are fulfilled, i.e., unless pater-
nity appears manifest by written evidence or recognition. In
this opinion, foreign laws more liberal than the French offend
the public order aiming at "the honor and peace of families."54
Laws which render paternity actions still more difficult than
the French have free play.55
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